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Corpus onomasiology in world Englishes: An investigation of concrete verbs 
ABSTRACT:  TUDGLWLRQDOWKHRUHWLFDOIUDPHZRUNVIRU:(VVXFKDV0RDJ¶VDQG
.DFKUX¶VKDYHQRWH[SOLFLWO\QRWHGDUROHIRUOH[LFDOVHPDQWLFV6FKQHLGHU¶V
dynamic model, however, explicitly defines specific stages of WE development in terms of 
lexical semantics, and Brutt-*ULIIOHU¶VPRGHOHPSKDVL]HVsemantic change. This paper 
fills a gap in the literature by presenting corpus studies into the concrete senses of the highly 
frequent, highly polysemous transitive verbs make and give, in the International Corpus of 
English components representing Singapore, Hong Kong, and Great Britain. Via 
onomasiological corpus methods, I show that onomasiological selection preferences for make 
and give, and their respective semantic alternates, vary across the three corpora in ways that 
do not corroborate the models of Kachru (1985) or Schneider (2007), but can be explained by 
Brutt-*ULIIOHU¶VPRGHO 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Lexical semantics, as a central element of linguistic investigation, is essential to research in 
world Englishes (WEs). However, in theoretical frameworks for WEs, lexical semantics has 
not figured prominently. Whereas early WE work acknowledged lexical semantic variation 
(cf. Platt et al. 1984), early theories of WEs did not directly address such variation (cf. Moag 
1982, Kachru 1985). 6FKQHLGHU¶Vmore recent theory of WEs does include lexical 
semantic variation and change in its definitions of WE categories at various stages of 
evolution. Affirming the importance of lexical semantic study for WEs, many linguists have 
called for further lexical semantic research in WEs (cf. Platt et al. 1984: 105, Hymes 1996: 9, 
Brutt-Griffler 2002: 153-4, Melchers and Shaw 2003, Lambert 2012).    
This study investigates the semantics of concrete verbs in three components of the 
International Corpus of English (ICE). Specifically, the study is both semasiological and 
onomasiological, examining the concrete senses of the high-frequency transitive verbs make 
and give, and their semantic alternates, as observed in the ICE components representing 
Singapore, Hong Kong, and Great Britain (ICE-SIN, ICE-HK, ICE-GB), selected because 
they represent different categories of WEs in the prominent WE frameworks of Kachru 
(1985), Schneider (2007), and Brutt-Griffler (2002). Concrete verb semantics have not been 
studied extensively in WEs; the present study fills that gap. While concrete semantics might 
be expected to vary little, given that they involve referents directly perceptible via the five 
senses, the findings here suggest some similarities, but also important differences. 
The present study poses the following research questions: 
 
i. Do the concrete senses of make and give vary across ICE-SIN, ICE-HK, and ICE-
GB? 
ii. Do onomasiological selection preferences for concrete senses of make and give, and 
their semantic alternates, vary across ICE-SIN, ICE-HK, and ICE-GB? 
iii. Do similarities and differences in the lexical semantics of these concrete verbs in 
these regions corroborate or refute existing theoretical frameworks of WEs, 
particularly the prominent frameworks of Kachru (1985), Schneider (2007), and 
Brutt-Griffler (2002)? 
 
I first present some contextual background on the theoretical importance of lexical semantics 
to WEs, in support of the argument that lexical semantics is an essential element of WEs 
research. I describe some previous semantic studies of WEs, and then discuss the semantics 
of concrete make and give. In the second half of the paper, I present the data and methods of 
the corpus study, discuss findings, and draw conclusions. Crucially, the concrete senses of 
these verbs do not appear to vary dramatically across the regions, but onomasiological 
selection preferences do vary, particularly regarding stylistic choices. 
 
SEMANTICS IN WORLD ENGLISH RESEARCH 
The importance of semantics in WE research  
Many researchers have pointed out the crucial fact that lexical semantics should be expected 
to vary in WEs, because semantic variation and change is part of the nature of language. 
$FFRUGLQJWR/DPEHUWµWKHUHPXVWEHDKLJKOLNHOLKRRGRIFRQQRWDWLYH
GLIIHUHQFHV>EHWZHHQYDULHWLHV@EXWGHQRWDWLYHGLIIHUHQFHVPD\RIFRXUVHDOVREHSRVVLEOH¶
/DPEHUWLELGDUJXHVWKDWµZHVKRXld not necessarily equate surface similarity with 
SUHFLVHRYHUODSLQPHDQLQJRUXVDJHRUERWK¶HYHQZLWKYHU\FRPPRQQRXQV)XUWKHUPRUH
µWKHDVVXPSWLRQWKDWWKHVH>ZRUGV@DUHLGHQWLFDOLQPHDQLQJDQGXVDJHEHWZHHQ,QGLDQ(QJOLVK
and Anglo-American English, while tacitly accepted, is untested, and fundamentally 
XQNQRZQ¶LELG+ymes (1996: 9) similarly DUJXHVWKDWLQ:(OH[LVµWKHRYHUWIRUPV
PD\EHIDPLOLDU«EXWWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQJLYHQWRWKHPLVVXEMHFWWRVKLIW¶+\PHVKLJKOLJKWV
that it is the nature of word meaning to change. Platt et al. (1984: 105) assert that some words 
PD\DSSHDUWRKDYHµWKHVDPHPHDQLQJ¶LQWZRYDULHWLHVRI(QJOLVKEXWPD\LQIDFWKDYH
GLIIHUHQWµVKDGHVRIPHDQLQJ¶ in each region. Platt et al. discuss specific examples of clear 
semantic variation, such as stranger IRUµJXHVW¶DQGfellow IRUµDQ\SHUVRQmale or IHPDOH¶LQ 
Nigerian English (ibid: 102). These shared observations are compelling, and it is crucial that 
researchers not assume common underlying meanings across varieties, simply because the 
lexical forms are identical. Indeed, the assumption should instead be that semantic variation 
and change are always possibilities to be investigated. 
Acknowledging the lack of research into semantic variation in WEs, Brutt-Griffler 
(2002: 153-4) argues that:  
 greater importance must be attached not to borrowings but to transformed meanings, a 
SKHQRPHQRQWKDWLVPXFKPRUHGLIILFXOWWRLQYHVWLJDWH«,WLVLQWKHQDWXUHRI
meanings to be subject to change, re-interpretation, recUHDWLRQ«7UDQVIRUPHGZRUG
meaning, then, is likely to constitute a more general phenomenon than borrowing 
from a local language, and represents a clear manifestation of shared subjective 
knowledge as an agent of language change as well as constituting an overlooked 
question within language change.   
 
Brutt-*ULIIOHUWKHQHFKRHV+\PHV¶VDQG/DPEHUW¶Vpoints, above, that it is the 
nature of word meaning to change. I agree that this possibility must be acknowledged and 
investigated, even with lexis that may appear on the surface not to exhibit variation, and that 
such variation and change have been largely overlooked in WEs research. The present study, 
which investigates high-frequency lexis that does not stand out for its exotic semantic 
variation, is offered as a step towards filling that gap.  
Melchers and Shaw (2003), in an introduction to WEs that broadly works within 
.DFKUX¶VPRGHOLGHQWLI\WKUHHW\SHVRIOH[LFDOVHPDQWLFYDULDWLRQLQWEs: 
 
i. Localisms ± words whose form and meaning are unique to a particular locale 
ii. Heteronyms ± local words for generally available concepts 
iii. Tautonyms ± words with the same form but different meanings in different varieties 
of WEs 
 
Localisms and heteronyms will often be realized as two separate types of borrowings in 
0RDJ¶VDQG6FKQHLGHU¶VPRGHOV7DXWRQ\PVDUHPRUHLQOLQHZLWKPlatt et al¶V
+\PHV¶V%UXWW-*ULIIOHU¶VDQG6FKQHLGHU¶VGLVFXVVLRQVRI
semantic shift. The present study investigates tautonyms rather than localisms or heteronyms, 
PHHWLQJUHVHDUFKHUV¶FDOOIRUPRUHVWXGLHVLQWRVXFKVHPDQWLFYDULDWLRQDQGFKDQJH 
Görlach (1995 [1990]: 127) notes that semantic distinctness of varieties of English 
ZRUOGZLGHLVRIWHQDPDWWHURIµVW\OLVWLFYDOXHV¶*|UODFK¶VQRWHLVSDUWLFXODUO\SHUWLQHQWWRWKH
present findings, as I discuss in section 4.4: onomasiological variation with make and give 
arises in stylistic choices related to speech and writing. 
 
Semantics in theoretical frameworks of WEs 
0RDJ¶VGHYHORpmental model proposes four stages of development for WE varieties. 
Within this model, lexical borrowing is a definitive feature of WEs from the second stage, but 
lexical semantics is QRWGLVFXVVHG.DFKUX¶V7KUHH&ircles model, likely the most 
promLQHQWPRGHOSULRUWR6FKQHLGHU¶VSRVLWVWKUHHFDWHJRULHVRI:(V 
 
i. varieties in regions where English is a primary language, and is endonormative 
(setting its own internal standards) 
ii. varieties in regions where English is a secondary language, and is exonormative 
(following standards set by an external force such as Great Britain) 
iii. varieties in regions where English is learned as a foreign language, and is 
exonormative.  
 
Kachru does not directly address lexis or lexical semantics in any way, focusing on social or 
sociolinguistic factors of a variety instead. Schneider (2007) describes WE development as 
moving from exonormativity in the early stages, when regional speakers look to an external 
force such as Great Britain to set linguistic standards, to endonormativity later on, when 
UHJLRQDOVSHDNHUVGHYHORSWKHLURZQLQWHUQDOVWDQGDUGV,Q6FKQHLGHU¶VPRGHOERUURZLQJ
FKDUDFWHULVHVVWDJHµ)RXQGDWLRQ¶RI:(GHYHORSPHQWZKLOHVHPDQWLFFKDQJHLV
FKDUDFWHULVWLFRIVWDJHµ1DWLYL]DWLRQ¶,QVWDge 3 (ibid: 82), Schneider describes semantic 
change occurring with existing English lexis, such as heavy DFTXLULQJWKHVHQVHµSUHJQDQW¶LQ
6RXWK$IULFDQ(QJOLVKDPRQJPDQ\RWKHUH[DPSOHVLELG6FKQHLGHU¶VPRGHOLVFUXFLDO
for semanticists, as it is the first WE model to systematically incorporate the important fact of 
semantic change in WEs.  
Brutt-Griffler (2002) presents an alternative model of WEs, which focuses on the 
SURFHVVRIµPDFURDFTXLVLWLRQ¶RU(QJOLVKODQJXDJHDFTXLVLWLRQE\HQWLUHVSHHch communities, 
collectively, in historical contexts. In this model, while English is stabilizing in a colonial or 
postcolonial setting, within a community composed largely of speakers for whom English is 
not a primary language (termed an L2 community), Brutt-Griffler (ibid.: 133) argues that the 
variety begins as endonormative, rather than exonormative, because the local English speaker 
has very little understanding of an exonormative standard in any real way ± no external 
standard has been fully learned, and the speaker therefore cannot adhere to it. Thus, in the 
HDUO\VWDJHVRIWKHHPHUJHQFHRID:(YDULHW\µWKHUHLVQRIL[HGWDUJHWODQJXDJHEXWWKH
ODQJXDJHYDULHW\UDWKHUGHYHORSVIURPWKH6/$>VHFRQGODQJXDJHDFTXLVLWLRQ@SURFHVVLWVHOI«
The target language only develops DVWKHUHVXOWRIWKH6/$SURFHVVUDWKHUWKDQSUHFHGLQJLW¶
This is an extremely insightful contribution to theories of WEs, one that contrasts with 
.DFKUX¶VDQG6FKQHLGHU¶VGRPLQDQWSHUVSHFWLYHVRIHQGRQRUPDWLYLW\DQG
exonormativity, and one that proves useful in the study presented here, insofar as it identifies 
a salient distinction between communities for whom English is a primary or non-primary 
language. Brutt-Griffler does not suggest a strict categorical distinction between L1 and L2 
varieties, but instead underlines the process of language acquisition within and across 
communities. 
 Research into lexical semantics in WEs 
It is helpful to classify semantic research, including in WEs, as semasiological or 
onomasiological. In semantics, semasiology is study that begins with a word (or similar unit), 
and examines the meanings that word can communicate. Onomasiology is the converse: it 
begins with a meaning or sense, and examines the many different ways of expressing that 
meaning or sense. Semasiological inquiry in WEs can be traced back to word lists and 
glossaries generated by colonial figures (Yule and Burnell 1886, Wilson 1940 [1885], Rao 
1954), through more recent lexicographical work (Ramson 1966, Brown 1989, Meyler 2007, 
Kouega 2007, Cummings and Wolf 2011) and lexicographical theory (Lambert 2012). The 
Oxford English Dictionary¶V (OED) third edition includes word meanings from WE varieties, 
within valuable historical context (e.g. accomplish and tribal with senses unique to Indian 
English, and academics with a sense unique to North American English).1  
In addition to lexicographical work, there is a body of academic literature reporting 
on new, unique, and marked meanings for relatively common English vocabulary.  Chisanga 
and Alu (1997: 94-5) present semantic shift in Zambia and South Africa, including damage 
IRUµLPSUHJQDWH¶DQGripe GHVFULELQJµD\RXQJZRPDQUHDG\IRUPDUULDJH¶ This work is 
implicitly semasiological. Examining even more highly frequent lexis, Fuchs et al. (2013) 
find a range of previously unattested meanings for just and even in Nigerian English, 
including even with an affirmative, focusing sense like British English really or actually; and 
a particularizing sense like British English actually. Lange (2007) finds that itself is used as a 
focus marker in Indian English, similar to British English even. Jeffery and van Rooy (2004) 
report that now in South African English can have an emphatic sense similar to the British 
English emphasizer really. A great deal of research has investigated got semasiologically in 
Singapore English (Platt and Weber 1980; Brown 1992; Lee et al. 2009; Hiramoto and Sato 
2012). Like the verbs in the present study (make and give) got is a high-frequency, highly 
polysemous, transitive verb. Lee et al. (2009: 295-300) report six innovative senses of got. 
All of this semasiological work, like the early word lists by colonial figures, was stimulated 
E\OLQJXLVWV¶RYHUWFDVXDOREVHUYDtion of non-standard semantics: most of these phenomena 
readily attract conscious attention. This is what Lambert (201FDOOVµOH[LFDOH[RWLFD¶, 
features easily identified by outsiders as non-standard ± and, indeed, Lambert urges 
researchers to move beyond such lexical exotica to carefully investigate more subtle semantic 
features. As discussed above, researchers must consider the possibility the lexical semantics 
may vary in non-obvious ways. Indeed, that is one of the findings of the present study.  
In onomasiological research, dialect atlases (cf. Hempl 1902; Kurath et al. 1939) 
constituted an early forerunner, charting, for example, preferences for alternates like bucket 
or pail in different geographic regions.2 In other onomasiological work, Haase (2004) 
compares English motion verbs and their multi-word semantic alternates in ICE-East Africa, 
ILQGLQJWKDWODQJXDJHXVHUVLQ(DVW$IULFDSUHIHUWRH[SUHVVµSDWK¶HJup, down) even if that 
leads to redundancy (e.g. ascend up).  Lee and Ziegeler (2006) observe differing preferences 
for alternating causal verbs in Singapore English and British English. De Klerk (2005) finds 
differing preferences for intensifying adverbs and their onomasiological alternates in Xhosa 
English and New Zealand English. And there is a collection of important studies on 
alternation between modal verbs and semi-modals, another onomasiological alternation, in 
WEs (Owusu-Ansah 1994; Lee and Collins 2004; Collins 2005, 2009). Schneider (1994) 
examines common particle verbs (e.g. help out) and their onomasiological alternates (e.g. 
assist) in ICE-GB, ICE-Singapore, ICE-Philippines, ICE-India, and ICE-East Africa. 
Schneider acknowledges the limitations in his work, as he does not rigorously distinguish all 
polysemous senses of each item in question, due to the size of the data, but nonetheless 
observes differences including a significant preference for assist over help out in East African 
data, in comparison to a significant preference for help out over assist in Singapore data. It is 
unclear whether these onomasiological studies wHUHLQLWLDWHGEDVHGRQOLQJXLVWV¶RYHUWFDVXDO
observation of the non-standard semantics of the items in question, but the findings seem not 
to have been intuited or hypothesised in advance. 
Recent onomasiological work sometimes spotlights preferences for alternates in 
relation to genre, style, or register, as noted by Görlach (1995 [1990]: 127; see above), and as 
observed in the present study. For example, Balasubramanian (2009) finds that ICE-India and 
ICE-GB differ significantly from each other in selection preferences for also and too, and that 
ICE-India exhibits a great deal of variation between genres in this respect. That study 
explicitly acknowledges issues regarding the actual potential for also and too to alternate, as 
any onomasiological study must do. I discuss this alternation issue further in relation to the 
present study below.  
 
SEMANTICS OF CONCRETE VERBS 
The present study investigates onomasiological variation in concrete verbs, across ICE 
corpora sampled from three varieties of WEs, in order to identify possible semantic features 
of WEs that might not have been intuited or casually observed, and to determine whether 
such features might corroborate or refute established theoretical frameworks for WEs. This 
study begins with two high-frequency, transitive verbs that can take Direct Objects (DOs) 
with concrete referents: make and give. Using corpus methods (discussed below), 
onomasiological alternates for concrete senses of make and give are identified in ICE-SIN, 
ICE-HK, and ICE-GB. In their cRQFUHWHVHQVHVWKHYHUEV¶'2 referents are concrete insofar 
as they can be directly observed by the five senses, and they are often (but not always) 
tangible. Concrete make and its alternates generally express the concept PRODUCE; concrete 
give and its alternates generally express the concept PROVIDE. Both are discussed further 
below. 
In this section, I review and summarise existing work on the semantics of make and 
give. As discussed here, previous work on the lexical semantics of concrete make is generally 
uncontentious, whereas work on the lexical semantics of concrete give raises more issues. In 
particular, semantic features of give that have been identified in previous research are 
examined closely in the corpus study that follows. Thus, previous conclusions can be further 
corroborated or refuted.  
There is little prior WE research on the semantics of concrete verbs (with the 
exception of Werner and Mukherjee, 2012). Semasiological observations, as cited above, 
often include obvious innovative meanings for concrete nouns, but there is little in the way of 
similar observations for concrete verbs. It might be presumed that µconcrete semantics¶ 
should be straightforward, given the existence of concrete referents, observable by all 
interlocutors. In fact, concrete semantics are not straightforward, as is evident in the literature 
discussed here and the findings below. It might also be assumed that concrete semantics 
VKRXOGIRUPSDUWRIDK\SRWKHWLFDOµFRPPRQFRUH¶RI(QJOLVKZRUOGZLGHDQGWKDWLWLVPRUH
abstract semantics that would allow for subtle and nuanced variation from one region to 
another. That presumption, too, seems to be incorrect, as is evident from the current findings. 
Previous work on the semantics of concrete make is summarised in Table 1, including 
lexicographical work. Both the OED and COBUILD dictionaries clearly acknowledge a 
sense of make with a concrete DO that is a product or result of the action indicated by the 
verb. Levin (1993: 56) identifies make DVDµEXLOGYHUE¶ZLWKDOWHUQDWHV including develop, 
arrange, assemble, and bake7KLVVHQVHRIµEXLOG¶LVREYLRXVO\TXLWHEURDG 
 
Table 1. Summaries of definitions of concrete make from previous lexicographical and 
linguistic research 
Source Definition of concrete make 
OED Produce or result in a concrete object 
COBUILD Dictionary Produce a concrete object 
Levin (1993) µ%XLOG¶DFRQFUHWHREMHFW 
Aubois (2008) Directly manipulate, create, or change the state of a 
concrete object 
Gilquin and Viberg (2009) Produce a concrete object 
 
Aubois (2008: 42), in a cognitive, semasiological study of make, identifies a concrete sense 
LQGLFDWLQJµGLUHFWPDQLSXODWLRQRIDFRQFUHWHWKLQJLQFOXGLQJFUHDWLQJDFRQFUHWHWKLQJRU
FKDQJLQJWKHVWDWHRIDFRQFUHWHWKLQJ¶ Finally, Gilquin and Viberg (2009: 69) conduct a 
semasiological cognitive study of make, and acknowledge a distinct concrete sense related to 
µSURGXFWLRQ¶Generally, in the work summarized here, the concrete sense of make seems to 
be quite clear, distinct and uncontentious. 
Previous work on the semantics of concrete give is summarised in Table 2. 
COBUILD lists a unique concrete sense of give, in which a concrete object is transferred 
from a Subject to a recipient via a physical act. The OED entry for give has not been updated 
since OED veUVLRQLWFLWHVDSURPLQHQWKLVWRULFDOVHQVHµFRQIHURZQHUVKLS¶LQYROYLQJ
either a concrete or abstract DO referent. I return to this distinction between conferring 
ownership, or not, in the corpus study of give.  
 
Table 2. Summaries of definitions of concrete give from previous lexicographical and 
linguistic research 
Source Definition of concrete give 
OED Confer ownership of a concrete or abstract object 
COUBUILD Dictionary Transfer a concrete object from an Agent to a 
Recipient 
Newman (1996) Transfer a concrete object from an Agent to a 
Recipient; Contact is maintained first between the 
Agent and the object, and then between the 
receiver and the object 
Gilquin (2008) Provide or hand over a concrete object 
Werner and Mukherjee (2012) Provide or hand over a concrete object 
 
In Cognitive Linguistic research, Newman (1996) identifies a primary concrete sense of give 
LQZKLFKµWKH6XEMHFWUHIHUHQWSDVVHVDQREMHFWE\KDQGDORQJZLWKFRQWURORYHUWKDWREMHFW
to a receiver. Contact is maintained first between the giver and the object, and then between 
WKHUHFHLYHUDQGWKHREMHFW¶. 1HZPDQWKHQLQWURGXFHVWKHQRWLRQRIµFRQWDFW¶WRWKH
definition of give. ,LQYHVWLJDWHµFRQWDFW¶IRUFRQFUHWHgive further in the corpus data. Gilquin 
(2008: 243) presents 15 senses of give, including two concrete senses. 
 
i. Hand ± µ+HSXOOHGDKDQGNHUFKLHIIURPKLVSRFNHGDQGJDYHLWWRKLP¶ 
ii. Provide ± µ3OHDVHJLYH\RXUVHDWWRDQHOGHUO\RUGLVDEOHG¶ 
 
Gilquin does not provide systematic or rigorous definitions beyond the examples, and it 
would be difficult to reproduce her study with the sense distinctions provided. Werner and 
Mukherjee (2012), nonetheless, do UHSOLFDWH*LOTXLQ¶VFDWHJRULHVLQDVHPDVLRORJLFDO
corpus study of give in Indian English, Sri Lankan English, and British English, but provide 
no additional information on how these sense distinctions might be reliably and rigorously 
applied. Give, then, is perhaps not as semantically straightforward as make, with possible 
distinctions related to the conferral of ownership, and the maintaining of contact with the 
concrete object being transferred. Both of these potential features of the lexical semantics of 
concrete give are investigated in the present corpora below. 
 
CASE STUDIES: DATA AND METHODS 
The lexical semantics of concrete make and give are investigated here in ICE-SIN, ICE-HK, 
and ICE-GB. The regions represent three different categories in the two dominant theoretical 
frameworks for WEs (Kachru 1985, Schneider 2007). British English is seen as a historical 
exo-normative force and an international standard (Schneider 2007, Lee and Ziegeler 2006, 
Kachru 1985). Table 3 outlines the position and description of Hong Kong English and 
6LQJDSRUH(QJOLVKLQ.DFKUX¶VDQG6FKQHLGHU¶VPRGHOV 
 
Table 3. Categorization of English varieties in Singapore, Hong Kong, and Great Britain, 
according to Kachru 
 .DFKUX¶V&LUFOHV .DFKUX¶V1RUPV 6FKQHLGHU¶V
Phases 
6FKQHLGHU¶V
Norms 
Singapore 
English 
Outer Circle Endonormative/ 
Exonormative3 
Phase 4 Endonormative 
Hong Kong 
English 
Outer Circle Exonormative Phase 2/3 Exonormative 
British 
English 
Inner Circle Endonormative N/A Endonormative 
 
The present study addresses whether there is in fact a correlation between semantic variation 
and each of the following: phases of SchneideU¶VPRGHO,nner and Outer Circle categories in 
.DFKUX¶VPRGHO; exonormative and endonormative categories, in either model. Precedent for 
such an approach, comparing models via their phases and categories, can be found in 
0XNKHUMHHDQG*ULHV¶V (2009) work on verb construction associations across multiple 
categories of WEs.  
ICE components are designed for balance and comparability between sampled 
regions. For example, language users in the corpora are at least 18 years of age and have 
completed school, primary through secondary, entirely in English, in the region,4 such that 
English is a primary language for speakers and writers in the corpora. There are, however, 
crucial caveats to the design of ICE-HK, which relate to the findings presented here, and 
which render Brutt-*ULIIOHU¶VWKHRU\RI:(VLQUHODWLRQWRmacroacquisition 
particularly relevant. Even schools technically GHVLJQDWHGµ(QJOLVKODQJXDJHVFKRROV¶LQ+RQJ
Kong often officially use English text books but unofficially lecture in Cantonese (Bolt and 
Bolton 1996). 7KHFULWHULRQRIµ(QJOLVKODQJXDJHVFKRROLQJ¶LVWKHUHIRUHLPSRVVLEOHWRYHULI\ 
in Hong Kong.5 In addition, the compilers of ICE-HK took the unique step of aiming to 
include only speakers of Hong Kong English who were µnative speakers¶ of Cantonese (Bolt 
and Bolton 1996: 199). In contrast, there was no control for multilingualism in any other ICE 
corpus ± some language users in ICE-SIN may not be µnative speakers¶ of any language other 
than English, while others will be native multilinguals. It is probable that many language 
users in ICE-HK have not, in fact, used English as a primary language for most of their lives. 
What is certain is that ICE-HK is systematically different to ICE-SIN or ICE-GB, and that 
this difference relates to macroacquisition.6  
In analysing the corpora, all instances of all forms of all three verbs were first 
identified using AntConc (Anthony 2014) for ICE-SIN and ICE-HK and ICECUP (Nelson et 
al. 2002) for ICE-GB. Each example was manually analysed in its context. Concrete 
instances were identified and the following data was recorded: 
 
i. corpus, text number, and line number for each occurrence 
ii. verb employed (make or give) 
iii. complete utterance context (words to left and right of make or give, within the 
utterance) 
iv. DO (as a lemma or lemmas) 
v. coordination of DO (if present) 
vi. IO (if present) 
vii. modifiers of the DO (if present) 
viii. passivisation (if present) 
ix. other complementation including Preposition Phrases (if present) 
 
Additional attributes were catalogued for give, based on the distinctions set out in the 
lexicographical and linguistic work discussed above:  
 
x. the distinction between conferring ownership, or not 
xi. whether contact is maintained between Agent, object, and Recipient 
 
All concrete DOs of each verb were catalogued. Those that occurred at least twice in each 
corpus were selected for further investigation. Each instance of those DOs with other verbs 
was then identified, along with the verb it complemented. This new list of verbs was deemed 
a list of potential onomasiological alternates for make and give.7 Via introspection, many 
verbs were removed from the list immediately. For example, making a cake is not 
semantically equivalent to dropping a cake. This approach, combining a thorough and 
systematic investigation of corpus data with minimal linguistic introspection, facilitates a 
reasonably comprehensive, evidence-based onomasiological comparison. Other alternates 
may exist, and rarer alternates might be evidenced in larger corpora, but this approach is 
justified and reasonable. Full lists of alternates appear in the descriptions of each corpus 
study below. 
 This onomasiological approach is particularly strong for two reasons. First, it reflects 
the psycholinguistic reality of selection preferences (Geeraerts et al. 1994, Wallis 2014), 
insofar as language is a tool for communication, and language users have various options for 
expressing meanings, e.g. make or produce. Second, onomasiology provides a baseline of 
actual, probabilistic alternates, reducing invariant Type C terms (Wallis 2014), i.e. non-
alternates that should not be included in the baseline of a statistical model. 
 Finally, close reading and manual semantic analysis of every example of every verb, 
and of each alternation, constituted a crucial step in the research, as is apparent in the 
discussion of findings.  
 
CASE STUDY 1: CONCRETE MAKE 
Data collection 
Typical examples of concrete make in the corpora include the following: 
 
(1) <RXGRQ¶WKDYHWRmake poster lah for your case. [ICE-SIN S1A-020 #68] 
(2) Custard pie is when you make it with condensed milk. [ICE-SIN S1A-039 #214] 
 
Example (1) indicates the creation or production of a concrete object, a poster, while example 
(2) represents the creation or production of food, another concrete object. The referents of 
both DOs are directly observable with the five senses and, in this case, tangible.  
 Use of make with DOs representing food is quite common. There is only one instance 
in the corpora in which food and non-food referents are coordinated.  
 
(3) On that day, we shall sell the handicrafts and snacks which are made by our students. 
[ICE-HK W1B-017 #17]  
 
One instance is not strong evidence for semantic identity between make with food and non-
food DOs; the presence of only one such instance might even be seen as evidence against the 
LGHQWLW\EHWZHHQDµIRRG¶DQGµQRQ-IRRG¶sense. This issue is taken up again in the 
onomasiological analysis. 
 Make is sometimes ambiguous between the concrete sense and the light verb use (on 
light verbs, cf. Jespersen 1954: 117, Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 290-4). The most common 
ambiguous construction is make a copy (in reference to photocopies), which can be 
interpreted either as a light verb construction (LVC) equivalent to the verb copy, or as 
µSURGXFHFUHDWHDFRQFUHWHWKLQJ¶LQWKLVFDVe a tangible, printed sheet of paper. Less 
frequent ambiguous DOs include note, mark, recording, list, and crease; each of these might 
be analysed as an LVC with a related verb, or as make in its concrete sense. Due to their 
ambiguity, these examples are removed from the analysis of concrete verbs.   
 
Data analysis 
Following the methods laid out above, the following alternates were identified for concrete 
make in the three corpora. 
 
Table 4. Alternates for concrete make, as evidenced in ICE-SIN, ICE-HK, and ICE-GB  
Alternates for concrete make: produce, create, bake, prepare, manufacture, cook, 
generate, form, build, emit, construct, develop, draw, 
yield, erect, compile, dig 
  
An initial statistical analysis was performed, for a rough comparison of proportions across all 
alternates in speech and writing, using a Newcombe-Wilson test with continuity correction 
(cf. Wallis 2009).8 It was readily determined that most (but not all) of these alternates occur 
too infrequently in the corpora with concrete DOs to reach any confident conclusions about 
usage preferences. 
 Close reading was performed on each example of each of the 17 alternate verbs, 
including all instances with a concrete DO. It was determined that although each verb can 
alternate with make, most of the verbs can only rarely, if ever, alternate with each other. 
Three examples serve to illustrate the non-alternation.  
 
i. Bake and cook occur strictly with DOs referring to food, while prepare is the only 
alternate that can take either food or non-food DOs. Whereas language users in the 
corpora bake cakes, they do not manufacture cakesDQGQRQHRIWKHµQRQ-IRRG¶YHUEV
RFFXUVZLWKµIRRG¶'2V.  
ii. 7KHPRVWIUHTXHQWµQRQ-IRRG¶'2LQWKHGDWDLVproduct. Product occurs with make 
and produce, and very occasionally with create, manufacture, build, and generate. 
There are not enough examples of create, manufacture, build, or generate in the ICE 
corpora to compare preferences across all of these verbs with product as a DO.  
iii. There are many other, less systematic non-alternations. For example, relatively 
FRPPRQµQon-IRRG¶'2VLQWKHGDWDLQFOXGH manuscript and compost. While 
language users in the corpora make compost or produce compost, they never erect, 
emit, or construct compost; while they make manuscripts and produce manuscripts, 
they never build or yield manuscripts;  
 
The method employed here is useful for identifying possible alternates, but this relatively 
complete picture of alternation is not a picture of universal alternation. Due to the scarcity of 
data and the absence of universal alternation, the decision was taken to compare concrete 
make to its most frequent and most semantically general alternate, produce, to ensure the 
fullest possible alternation, and to achieve the most reliable experiment design. Moreover, 
produce in the corpora does not occur with DOs referring to food. For that reason, 
occurrences of make with food DOs were removed from the data in order to facilitate a more 
sound comparison with produce.  
 Table 5. Instances of make and produce with the VHQVHµ3URGXFH&RQFUHWH1RQ-IRRG¶LQ
the spoken portion of ICE-SIN, ICE-HK, and ICE-GB 
 make (concrete, non-food) produce (concrete, non-
food) 
ICE-SIN 69 33 
ICE-HK 54 47 
ICE-GB 96 64 
 
Table 6. Instances of make and produce ZLWKWKHVHQVHµ3URGXFH(Concrete, Non-IRRG¶LQ
the written portion of ICE-SIN, ICE-HK, and ICE-GB 
 make (concrete, non-food) produce (concrete, non-
food) 
ICE-SIN 37 66 
ICE-HK 67 59 
ICE-GB 68 135 
 
 
 Figure 1. Probability of selecting make and produce ZLWKWKHVHQVHµ3URGXFe (Concrete, Non-
IRRG¶LQWKHVSRNHQSRUWLRQRI,&(-SIN, ICE-HK, and ICE-GB. The y-axis represents 
probabilities for each term in each corpus, and error bars represent Wilson intervals. 
 
 Figure 1. Probability of selecting make and produce ZLWKWKHVHQVHµ3URGXFH&RQFUHWH1RQ-
IRRG¶LQWKHZULWWHQSRUWLRQRI,&(-SIN, ICE-HK, and ICE-GB. The y-axis represents 
probabilities for each term in each corpus, and error bars represent Wilson intervals. 
 
In speech, shown in Figure 1, ICE-SIN and ICE-GB exhibit similarly strong preferences for 
concrete make over concrete produce. ICE-HK, however, shows no significant preference for 
make or produce in speech. In writing, shown in Figure 2, ICE-SIN and ICE-GB exhibit a 
very different preference from that of speech, in favour of the polysyllabic Latinate alternate 
produce over the monosyllabic Germanic alternate make. ICE-HK, on the other hand, 
maintains an equal preference for make and produce, even in writing. ICE-HK is the unique 
data set, then, in not following the preferences for make over produce in speech, and produce 
over make in writing.9 This finding is remarkable, and it is discussed at greater length, 
alongside findings for give, in the discussion below. 
 
CASE STUDY 2: CONCRETE GIVE 
Data collection 
Typical examples of concrete give in the corpora include the following: 
 
(4) 6KHDOZD\VZRUHKHUHOGHUVLVWHUV¶ROGFORWKHVDQGZDVRIWHQgiven the old toys. [ICE-GB 
W2F-017 #6] 
(5) The buyer is given a slip with the price and a four-digit code. [ICE-HK W2B-036 #33] 
 
In example (4), a concrete object, toys, is transferred to a recipient, the Subject of a passive 
clause. Similarly, in example (5), a concrete object, slip, is transferred to a recipient, the 
Subject of a passive clause.  
 The OED distinguishes give ZLWKWKHVHQVHµFRQIHUUDORIRZQHUVKLS¶IURPgive with 
WKHVHQVHµWUDQVIHU¶ZLWKRXWFRQIHUUDORIRZQHUVKLS In the corpus data, many examples do not 
clearly convey ownership or non-ownership; that is, the distinction made by the OED is not 
always clear in practice. 
 
(6) Meanwhile, a small bit of food was given to the subjects when they made the designated 
UHVSRQVH«>,&(-HK W1A-004 #43] 
 
In example (6), a concrete object, food, is provided to subjects participating in an experiment. 
It is, however, unclear, unspecified, and probably irrelevant, whether the subjects are thought 
to µown¶ the food before consuming it. While informants might be able to provide their 
intuitions about this question, there is no evidence in the corpora for interpreting ownership.   
 
(7) But if there is going to be appreciation you can give him a plaque. [ICE-SIN S1B-052 
#35] 
 
In example (7), a concrete object, a plaque, is provided to a recipient. Example (7) likely 
indicates conferral of ownership of that plaque. That is, listeners are likely to understand that 
when a plaque is handed over to express appreciation, the recipient likely then owns the 
plaque. This is, of course, subject to variation in social and cultural norms and customs, as 
well as particular circumstances, DQGZKLOHµFRQIHUUDORIRZQHUVKLS¶PD\EHLQIHUUHGLQVXFK
cases, it is still not entirely certain from the corpus data, and certainly not explicit. 
 
(8) If for some reason he is not in a position to initiate forward play, then he should not be 
given the ball. [ICE-GB W2D-015 #125] 
 
In example (8), it is clear that giving the ball in football does not confer ownership, but 
instead involves only a physical transfer. It would be difficult to argue that players trade 
ownership of the ball as they pass it around the field. 
 Table 7 indicates the number of instances of concrete give in each corpus in which 
there is an implication that ownership is conferred (as in example (7)); there is an implication 
that ownerships is not conferred (as in example (8)); or there is no clear implication in either 
direction or ambiguity between implications in either direction.  
 
Table 7. Number of instances of give in ICE-SIN, ICE-HI, and ICE-GB with implied 
conferral of ownership, implied non-conferral of ownership, and no implication of ownership  
 ICE-SIN ICE-HK ICE-GB 
give with implied 
conferral of 
ownership 
66 66 62 
give with implied 
non- conferral of 
ownership 
41 29 59 
give with no 
implication as to 
conferral of 
ownership 
72 70 23 
 
It is worth reiterating, in discussing Table 7, that there are no instances in the corpora in 
which conferral of ownership is entirely, explicitly certain with give, only cases like example 
(7) in which it can be inferred. As is apparent, there is a considerable number of cases of 
ambiguity, or lack of any clear implication of ownership or non-ownership, in all three 
corpora. This frequent ambiguity appears particularly strong in ICE-SIN and ICE-HK,10 and 
it may be that Singapore English and Hong Kong English tolerate ambiguity regarding the 
conferral of ownership more than British English.  
 In most cases, there is no evidence in the corpus to determine whether contact is 
maintained between a giver and the thing given, and then between the receiver and the thing 
given; such contact is one of the defLQLQJIDFWRUVIRU1HZPDQ¶VW\SLFDOVHQVHRI
concrete give. However, there are several examples in each corpus in which contact is not 
maintained between the giver and the receiver, such as in the case of passing a football in 
example (8). Such examples would VHHPWRFRQWUDGLFW1HZPDQ¶VDVVHUWLRQ. This 
observation usefully illustrates the value of corpora for testing conjectures about lexical 
semantics.  
 
Data analysis 
Following the methods described above, the alternates in Table 8 were identified for concrete 
give in the three corpora. 
 
Table 8. Alternates for concrete give, as evidenced in ICE-SIN, ICE-HK, and ICE-GB  
Alternates for concrete give: provide, hand, issue, submit, pass, donate, transfer, 
contribute, supply, grant 
 
As with make, an initial statistical analysis was performed, for a very rough picture 
comparing selection preferences across all of these alternates in speech and writing, with a 
Newcombe-Wilson test with continuity correction (cf. Wallis 2009; see also note 8). As with 
make, it was determined that most of these alternates occur with concrete DOs in the corpora 
too infrequently to reach any confident conclusions about usage preferences. 
 Close reading was performed of each example of each alternate verb in all corpora, 
including instances with a concrete DO. As with make, it was further determined that 
although each verb can alternate with give, most of the verbs can only rarely, if ever, alternate 
ZLWKHDFKRWKHU7KHGLVWLQFWLRQVDUHQRWDVV\VWHPDWLFDVWKHµIRRG¶¶QRQ-IRRG¶GLVWLQFWLRQIRU
make, but a few examples illustrate the issue: 
 
i. Whereas language users in the corpora submit applications and give applications, 
they do not pass applications in the corpora, and although they give tissues and pass 
tissues, they do not submit tissues.  
ii. Similarly, although language users in the corpora issue licences and give licenses, 
they do not donate licences. 
iii. Whereas language users give blankets and donate blankets, they do not issue blankets.  
 
It must be noted that constructions like issue blankets may not be impossible, but they do not 
occur in the corpora, and cannot be measured as actual onomasiological alternation 
preferences in this corpus study. 
 As with make, the method employed here is useful for identifying actual alternates, 
but this relatively complete picture of alternation is not a picture of universal alternation. For 
a strong onomasiological experiment design, given the limited data, it is necessary to select 
forms that alternate more universally, and that occur frequently enough to engender some 
confidence in the data. The decision was taken, therefore, to compare concrete give to its 
most frequent and most semantically general alternate, provide.  
 
Table 9. Instances of give and provide ZLWKWKHVHQVHµ7UDQVIHU&RQFUHWH¶LQWKHVSRNHQ
portion of ICE-SIN, ICE-HK, and ICE-GB 
 give (concrete) provide (concrete) 
ICE-SIN 131 19 
ICE-HK 94 27 
ICE-GB 105 11 
 
Table 10. Instances of give and provide ZLWKWKHVHQVHµ7UDQVIHU&RQFUHWH¶LQWKHZULWWHQ
portion of ICE-SIN, ICE-HK, and ICE-GB 
 give (concrete) provide (concrete) 
ICE-SIN 50 39 
ICE-HK 77 39 
ICE-GB 52 57 
 
 Figure 3. Probability of selecting give and provide ZLWKWKHVHQVHµ7UDQVIHU&RQFUHWH¶LQWKH
spoken portion of ICE-SIN, ICE-HK, and ICE-GB. The y-axis represents probabilities for 
each term in each corpus, and error bars represent Wilson intervals. 
 
 
Figure 4. Probability of selecting give and provide with the sense Transfer (Concrete) in the 
written portion of ICE-SIN, ICE-HK, and ICE-GB. The y-axis represents probabilities for 
each term in each corpus, and error bars represent Wilson intervals. 
 In speech, shown in Figure 3, the three corpora exhibit similar selection preferences, strongly 
preferring concrete give to concrete provide in spoken language: the monosyllabic Germanic 
alternate is preferred in speech over the polysyllabic Latinate alternate. In writing, shown in 
Figure 4, ICE-SIN and ICE-GB differ from speech, as they did for make and produce. The 
preference for provide rises in writing in ICE-SIN and ICE-GB, such that provide is preferred 
equally with give; ICE-HK, however, maintains a strong preference for give over provide 
even in writing. This finding, and its similarity to the findings for make and produce, are 
discussed at length in the next section. 
 
DISCUSSION 
First, it must be noted that the original experiment design, aiming to measure 
onomasiological selection preferences across an array of alternates for the concrete senses of 
make and give, proved untenable given the scarcity of data in the relatively small ICE 
corpora. There are simply too few instances of semantically specific, relatively rare words 
such as manufacture or supply for such an analysis. Instead, the only strong and reliable 
analysis possible was a comparison of concrete make with its most high-frequency, 
semantically general alternate, produce (with non-food DOs); and concrete give with its most 
high-frequency, semantically general alternate, provide.  
 Meaning nuances proposed in previous work on make and give were examined in the 
corpora. Newman (1996) defined give such that contact is maintained first between the agent 
and the concrete object, and then between the recipient and the concrete object. This 
definition was not supported by the corpus data. In general, there is no explicit distinction 
between give indicating conferral of ownership or non-conferral of ownership, and there is no 
obvious unique preference for one of those meanings or the other in any variety. This might 
not have been the case: it is conceivable that a variety might show a restricted use of give in 
which it necessarily communicates conferral of ownership. That is not the case. However, 
there may be a greater tolerance in the ICE-SIN and ICE-HK data for ambiguity between 
conferral of ownership and non-conferral of ownership. This finding is not corroborated by 
statistical analysis, but it is nonetheless suggested by the qualitative, subjective process of 
categorizing ambiguous cases among limited data, and may therefore deserve further scrutiny 
in larger data sets. 
 There are no examples of concrete make that suggest novel semantics, and no 
instances with concrete DOs that challenge the existence of a concrete sense. While 
constructions such as making dosai or making popiah (both foods) do occur in Singapore, for 
example, reflecting real world facts of the environment, these constructions do not challenge 
the semantics of concrete make. Likewise, there are no examples of concrete give that exhibit 
novel semantics, and no instances with concrete DOs that challenge the existence of a 
concrete sense.  
 The similarities between the varieties, as listed above, are extremely important. In 
contrast to the many proposals described above, that subtly distinct senses will have emerged 
in English varieties worldwide, the findings on make and give suggest a remarkably robust 
µFRPPRQFRUH¶REVHUYDEOHLQFRUSRUD. Baker (2010: 83) has emphasized the importance of 
similarities between language varieties, and the necessity to report such similarities in order 
to aYRLGµERWWRPGUDZHUV\QGURPH¶, whereby studies that evince similarity between varieties 
are left unpublished, and only a minority of studies that evinces differences is ever published. 
Owusu-$QVDKDVVHUWVWKDWµDPRGHORI11(V>µNon-Native Englishes¶] that 
highlights only the differences between them and NEs [µNative Englishes¶] to the neglect of 
VLPLODULWLHVLVDGLVWRUWLRQRIIDFWV¶7KHVLPLODULWLHVREVHUYHGKHUHDUHDFUXFLDOHOHPHQWRIWKH
facts of these three varieties, and should not go unreported. 
 Statistically significant differences do appear between the three varieties. The findings 
are consistent, and were not predicted by existing frameworks for WEs. In the spoken data, 
ICE-GB and ICE-SIN exhibit a strong preference for monosyllabic, Germanic alternates 
(make over produce; give over provide). In writing, ICE-GB and ICE-SIN exhibit an 
increased preference for polysyllabic, Latinate alternates. However, ICE-HK does not exhibit 
these preferences, as described above. Given that this variation relates semantic 
onomasiology and selection preferences to norms for speech and writing, it seems precisely 
to reflect Görlach¶V (1995 [1990]: 127) assertion that semantic distinctness in WEs will often 
EHDPDWWHURIµVW\OLVWLFYDOXHV¶ This is a remarkable finding for Hong Kong English ± a 
difference from the common preference in Singapore English and British English towards a 
polysyllabic Latinate alternate in writing and a monosyllabic Germanic alternate in speech. 
This difference seems to hold across populations of data, and likely operates well below the 
level of consciousness. 
 How do we interpret these findings in relation to theories of WEs"6FKQHLGHU¶V
dynamic model is often interpreted as predicting that endonormative varieties of WEs, those 
LQPRUHµDGYDQFHG¶stages of WE development, will exhibit more unique features, such that 
Singapore English would have been expected to exhibit unique characteristics, while Hong 
Kong English would be expected to adhere to external British English norms. Instead, we 
find that British English and Singapore English are similar, while Hong Kong English is 
significantly different.11 This does not corroborate 6FKQHLGHU¶VPRGHO Nor do the 
findings seem to correlate with .DFKUX¶V7hree Circles model. .DFKUX¶VPRGHOWRR
would predict that Hong Kong English follows an external norm, while Singapore English 
does not.  
 Brutt-*ULIIOHU¶VPRGHOEHFRPHVXVHIXOKHUHDORQJVLGHZKDWZHNQRZDERXW
ICE-HK. Uniquely, ICE-HK represents a population that cannot be expected to have used 
English as a primary language in the way that the populations underlying ICE-SIN and ICE-
GB have (as discussed above). Populations like that underlying ICE-HK, and the process of 
language acquisition, are central to Brutt-*ULIIOHU¶VWKHRU\RIWEs. For Brutt-Griffler, 
populations like the one sampled in ICE-HK cannot be exonormative (following an external 
British standard) because, as local language learners, these populations do not have complete 
knowledge of any external or foreign norm. According to Brutt-*ULIIOHU¶VPRGHOWhe 
population represented by ICE-HK is expected to be endonormative, generating its own 
internal norms because its language users cannot be expected adhere to an external norm. The 
variation in the present study can therefore be explained: as the only sample of such a 
population among the three corpora, ICE-HK represents subtle stylistic divergence from 
external (or possibly international) norms in relation to stylistic choices in spoken and written 
language. Language users in ICE-HK display their own internal stylistic norms, such that 
they do not follow the common norms of British and Singapore English towards a 
monosyllabic Germanic alternate in speech and a polysyllabic Latinate alternate in writing. 
Brutt-*ULIIOHU¶VWKHRUHWLFDOIUDPHZRUNrather than any of the more prominent frameworks in 
the literature, has explanatory adequacy for the present findings. Indeed, her framework is 
likely to be more broadly useful in WE studies, and deserves to be explored and tested 
further. 
 
CONCLUSION 
This study has employed corpus onomasiology to investigate selection preferences for 
concrete senses of the highly frequent transitive verbs make and give and their corpus-derived 
alternates. The methods described here have proven strong and valuable ones that can serve 
as a template for future work in WEs. Indeed, the findings here affirm the need for further 
onomasiological work, in order to identify additional similarities and differences in lexical 
semantics in WEs. The present work is a first step, and the findings here might be usefully 
corroborated or refuted with additional studies into selection preferences for comparable 
alternations in these three varieties.  
 Onomasiological alternation preferences for make and its alternate produce, and for 
give and its alternate provide, differ across Singapore English, Hong Kong English, and 
British English, in remarkably consistent ways. Hong Kong English is the unique variety, 
insofar as it does not demonstrate the common preference in British and Singapore English 
towards the monosyllabic Germanic alternates in speech and the polysyllabic Latinate 
alternates in writing. The variation that is observed does not corroborate the theoretical 
frameworks of Schneider (2007) or Kachru (1985), but is explicable via the theoretical 
framework of Brutt-Griffler (2002), a framework that deserves further attention. Indeed, it 
may be that the process of ongoing macroacquisition is a factor that correlates with semantic 
variation. 
 Future research can usefully investigate other selection preferences across additional 
semantic alternates, for make, give, and other lexis, in much larger data sets than the ICE 
corpora. At present, there is no carefully controlled data set for these three varieties: in the 
future, we may have large corpora for Singapore and Hong Kong, and other WE varieties, 
which would facilitate studies into lower-frequency alternates. Finally, it would be valuable 
to determine the relationship between these preferences for make and produce, give and 
provide, in relation to formality and informality, perhaps via broader studies into formality in 
the ICE corpora. 
 Ultimately, a theoretical framework for WEs that is built on, or at least correlates 
with, semantic features would be a worthwhile goal. Such a framework might build up from 
individual semantic features of varieties, like those presented in this study, to map semantic 
similarities and differences across varieties, and in turn to identify groups of regional 
varietieVWKDWVKDUHFRPPRQVHPDQWLFIHDWXUHV,QSKRQHWLFV6FKQHLGHU¶VVWXG\LVD
useful precedent for such an approach. In semantics, that approach will first require collection 
of far more semantic data than is currently available. The present work is a step in that 
direction. 
 
NOTES 
1. Although Görlach (1995 [1990]) criticized the second edition of the OED for neglecting 
WE lexis, the third edition is much improved. 
2. Onomasiology also relates implicitly to ecological linguistic models. Mufwene (2001: 6) 
proposes that language environments allow a range of linguistic features, which constitute a 
µIHDWXUHSRRO¶/DQJXDJHXVHUVVHOHFWIURPWKHLUIHDWXUHSRROLQGLIIHUHQWZD\VLQGLIIHUHQW
situations (ibid: 5), and this must therefore include the onomasiological selection process 
EHWZHHQDOWHUQDWLQJOH[LVIRUH[SUHVVLQJDJLYHQPHDQLQJ6FKQHLGHU¶VG\QDPLFPRGHO
GUDZVGHHSO\RQ0XIZHQH¶VZRUNGHVFULELQJ:(VSHDNHUV¶VHOHFWLRQSURFHVVHVIURP
their local feature pool, and Schneider (2007: 96) mentions onomasiological alternation in 
relation to bucket/pail distinctions employed in traditional dialect maps; he does not 
incorporate onomasiological variation into the stages of his theoretical framework. 
3. In 1985, Kachru (1985) suggested that Singapore is a variety which is generating internal 
norms, but is not yet endonormative. Later, Kachru (1992) recognized that Singapore English 
might have changed from exonormative to endonormative. 
4. ICE components have been sampled to represent an array of spoken and written text types 
from WE varieties (Greenbaum 1996). Five hundred texts of 2,000 words each are sampled, 
totaling one million words per region, at a balance of 60% spoken, 40% written, with further 
control and balance for specific text types and sub-types. 
5. In Hong Kong, a limited number of English-language schools were established through the 
educational reforms of 1978 (Bolton 2006: 2). By 1997, roughly when ICE-HK was 
compiled, 100 out of 460 secondary schools in Hong Kong were allowed to teach in English 
(Bolton 2006: 9), with an unknown number of those schools adhering consistently to English 
for all purposes. In Singapore, by contrast, a switch towards universal English-language 
schooling was effectively initiated in 1983 (Deterding 2007: 86) and finalized in 1987 (Ling 
2010: 232). 
6. In addition, the spoken portion of ICE-HK includes interlocutors who are not from Hong 
Kong and who do not fit any of the criteria required by the ICE corpora. In such spoken texts, 
at least one interlocutor ILWVWKHFRUSXV¶VFULWHULDIRUORFDOVSHDNHUVEXWWKHRWKHULQWHUORFXWRU
RULQWHUORFXWRUVGRQRW2WKHULQWHUORFXWRUVLQFOXGHVSHDNHUVµIURPDYDULHW\RI³H[SDW´
backgrounds, including the US, UK, Australia, Europe, etc¶SF.LQJVOH\%ROWRQEXW
GHWDLOVRQSDUWLFXODUVSHDNHUV¶EDFNJURXQGVZHUHQRWUHFRUGHGSF*HUDOG1HOVRQ)RU
example, the outside interlocutor in ICE-HK text S1A-065 identifies himself as Japanese, 
though it is unclear whether Japanese indicates nationality or ethnicity. The outside 
LQWHUORFXWRUV¶ZRUGVDUHLQFOXGHGLQWKHFRUSXVILOHVEXWWDJJHGDVQRQ-corpus text. Outside 
LQWHUORFXWRUV¶XVHRImake and give is excluded from the data here. Nonetheless, if outside 
interlocutors have led to convergence in some features, it may be that the spoken section of 
ICE-HK resembles other varieties more than it would have if strict ICE guidelines had been 
followed in its compilation. 
7. In fact, the list of alternate verbs was saturated after examining all DOs that occurred three 
times in each corpus, and the further investigation of DOs occurring twice only reinforced 
those findings. It is reasonable to conclude that investigating DOs that occur only once would 
not provide further additional data. 
8. A Newcombe-Wilson test with continuity correction is appropriately employed between-
subject for categorical variables. Results will only rarely differ from a more common, and 
readily justified, r x c chi-square test (Wallis 2009). The Newcombe-Wilson test with 
continuity correction has the advantage that it does not allow confidence intervals to extend 
below 0 or above 1, which would be a logical impossibility. Other statistical tests could 
certainly be applied, but it is not standard procedure to compare various tests against each 
other unless the tests themselves are the object of scrutiny. 
9. These preferences seem to accord with what might be common knowledge regarding 
speech and writing, and register or style: make is likely to be preferred in speech and informal 
contexts, and produce is likely to be preferred in writing and formal contexts. There is, 
however, no rigorous definition of formality in the ICE text types. While the spoken section 
of ICE is dominated by face-to-face dialogues, and the written section is dominated by 
formally HGLWHGDFDGHPLFDQGSRSXODUZULWLQJWKHFDWHJRU\RIµ3ULYDWHFRQYHUVDWLRQV¶LVQRW
composed entirely of informal conversations. Close reading gives the impression that it is 
generally informal, but important exceptions arise: ICE-GB includes at least one doctor-
patient interview (ICE-GB S1A-051) in its face-to-face dialogues, which might be expected 
to be more formal than other casual conversations; the other two corpora seem to include 
only casual private conversations between peers in this section. Future research could work to 
establish degrees of formality in the ICE corpora, perhaps along the lines proposed by Biber 
(1988). 
10. There is no true alternation between give with these three senses, i.e. the categories are 
not mutually exclusive. So, a categorical contingency test such as a chi-square or Newcombe-
Wilson test is not suitable for analysing the data. A multi-sample t-test (i.e. ANOVA) for 
ratio data is a better option, and it reveals no statistically significant difference between the 
data sets (p<0.05). That is, we cannot reject the null hypothesis that the three samples 
represent underlying populations that are the same in their tolerance of ambiguity regarding 
conferral of ownership. Aggregating the measures from ICE-HK and ICE-SIN, based on their 
similarity, and comparing that aggregate to the measure from ICE-GB, yields the same result. 
11. A similarity between synchronic varieties does not indicate an influence ± there is no 
indication that Singapore English is following a norm set by British English, for example. 
There is also no indication that Singapore English has always resembled British English ± it 
is conceivable that Singapore English might not have matched British English in this regard a 
generation ago. 
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